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This study examined family dynamics, such as family structure, family interaction,
family normlessness, and perceived parental acceptance in relation to juvenile delinquency.
In pursuit ofthis inquiry, data was collected and analyzed on the stated variables and aspects
of delinquent behaviors. A group of 80 youths in a Chicago public school were surveyed
ranging in the ages of 11 through 15 and grades 6th through 8th. This survey consisted of
60 questions given in a classroom setting. The completion of these surveys consumed
approximately 15-20 minutes. The responses related to the attitudes and beliefs of the family
perceived by the youths. Also, responses were given for the youths to recount any possible
engaging of various delinquent behaviors. The study data were analyzed by employing
frequency distributions, bivariate correlations, cross-tabulations, and chi-square. It was found
that family interaction bears a significant relationship to delinquency, while family structure
does not. Further, significant relationships were also found between family normlessnesss and
perceived parental sanctions on one hand and delinquency on the other. However, the family
structure showed a weak relationship to family normlessness. Furthermore, perceived
parental acceptance was insignificantly related family structure.
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Delinquent behavior among youth is a major societal problem of increasing concern.
The term juvenile delinquency is used legally to describe violations of the law by minors.^
Delinquent behavior gained special concern over a period of time for two reasons; first, it
appears to be on the steady increase while the age of the onset of delinquency continually
decreases.^ Second, without a meaningful and effective intervention a young offender is
more likely to become a seasoned and habitual criminal.^ Findings by Karol L. Kumpfer
reported youth under 18 years of age commit more than 40 percent ofmajor crimes, and the
public victimization by juveniles is rising.'* It has been argued that bonds created within
societal institutions, such as the family, school, and church, represent controls against
delinquency and the stronger an individual's bond to conventional society, the greater is his
* J. Perry and E. Perry. Contemporary Society: An Introduction to Social Science. (New
York, New York; Harper & Row, Publishers, Inc., 1984): 158.
^ Ibid.
^ Ibid.
'* Karol L. Kumpfer, Ph.D. Family Strengthening in Preventing Delinquency; A Literature




or her insulation from delinquent behavior.* According to Kumpfer, for example, the family
(however it is defined) has a tremendous force in shaping a child's behaviors.® It is an
essential factor in strengthening or weakening ties to other institutions in conventional
society. Also, family is recognized foremost in possessing the responsibility of instilling
acceptable societal morals, norms, and values in youth; basically developing this behavior.
Purpose and Scope of the Study
Formal social institutions such as schools and churches certainly have a role in the
development of the child and in keeping him or her away from deviant behavior, however,
family precedes even those organizations; i.e., right from the birth of the child. Therefore, the
purpose of this study is to examine the extent to which family plays a role in delinquent
behavior. Specifically, it concentrates on the family dynamics being a significant influential
force.
The dependent variable in this study is juvenile delinquency. The independent
variables are family structure, family interaction, family normlessness (referred to as the belief
that one must violate the rules/norms to achieve personal goals or aspirations), and perceived
parental acceptance.^ Structure focuses on such aspects as presence ofboth parents, mother
only, father only, mother and stepfather, father and stepmother, or other relatives. Family
*Rachelle J. Canter. "Family Correlates ofMale and Female Delinquency." Criminology.
25 (1982): 149.
®Kumpfer, 29.
Delbert S. Elliott, David Huizinga, and Suzanne S. Ageton. Explaining Delinquency and
Drug Use. (Beverly Hills, California: Sage Publication, Inc. 1985): 96.
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interaction, family normlessness, and perceived parental acceptance measure the parent-child
relationship and the level of family attachment.
The significance of this study lies in enhancing the level of the understanding of the
role of the family in developing socially acceptable development within youth. The
implications of this research will have bearing on effective and comprehensive programs for
juvenile delinquents in the efforts of prevention and treatment, as well as improvement of





The family life ofdelinquents in society has resulted in a number of theoretical studies.
The family has been emphasized in most studies because family relationships assume a major
role in childhood development. According to Kevin N. Wright and Karen E. Wright, as early
as 1915, in Juvenile Offenders. Douglas W. Morrison observed that "among social
circumstances which have a hand in determining the future of the individual it is enough for
our present purpose to recognize that the family is chief'.* Furthermore, Wright and Wright
reported that evidence has consistently appeared showing that the family plays a critical role
in juvenile delinquency. This is one of the strongest, most frequently replicated findings
among studies of deviance.^
"The Family and Juvenile Delinquency," by Walter R. Gove and Robert D.
Crutchfield, is a study which examines the effect of various "family variables."^ The "family
variables" are considered unique self-report data because they reported findings by parents
*Wright and Wright, 5.
2 Ibid., 6.
^ Walter R. Gove and Robert D. Crutchfield. “Family and Juvenile Delinquency.” The
Sociology Quarterly, 23 (1982): 301.
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oftheir child's behavior. The parents reported the nature of the child's life at home, and the
parental perceptions of their relationship with the child. Also, they examined dimensions
measuring family structure, parental characteristics, household characteristics, and parent-
child relationships. The Gove and Crutchfield study concluded that characteristics of the
family are integrally related to delinquency and these characteristics generally involve
ineffectual family functioning.'*
Longitudinal data by RolfLoeber and Magda Stouthamer-Loeber presented research
about the relations between family and delinquent life as well as aggressive and criminal
behavior.* The study by Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber consisted of four "heuristic
paradigms" or set of hypotheses. The paradigms are as follows:
1. Neglect Paradigm: The neglect of children by the parents
2. Conflict Paradigm: Unusual levels of conflict between parents and children
3. Deviant Behaviors and Attitudes Paradigm: The influence of parents' deviant
behavior and attitudes on children
4. Disruption Paradigm: Disruptions to family functioning such as death, illness,
or divorce.®
The study concluded, negative family factors (as well as school and community
factors) were seen as being capable of activating child conduct problems.
"Ibid., 317.
*RolfLoeber and Magda Stouthamer-Loeber. "Family Factors as Correlates
and Predictors of Juvenile Conduct Problems and Delinquency. " In Crime and Justice: An




Child-rearing practices have been one of the most important links to delinquency.’
Even though there have been a number of studies done on child-rearing practices, the
question ofwhat constitutes "positive parenting" still remains. D. Baumrind is noted for a
study done ofpositive parenting practices.* Baumrind's study described a model that has been
extensively tested and fits well with effective or positive parenting.’ In "Child Care Practices
Anteceding Three Patterns ofPreschool Behavior," Baumrind states that parents who clearly
communicate expectations for acceptable and mature behavior, and who monitor and
encourage adherence to those standards enhance their children's sense of social
responsibility.Baumrind labels this practice of parenting as authoritative, in contrast, to
authoritarian and permissive parenting.” Authoritarian parents rely heavily on coercive
controls, but tend to be inconsistent in their application.” The permissive parents are not
inclined to discipline but, in avoiding confi-ontation over the child's misbehavior, fail to define
and encourage mature behavior.” According to Wright and Wright, authoritarian and
’Wright and Wright, 24.
*D. Baumrind. "Child Care Practices Anteceding Three Patterns ofPreschool Behavior."
Genetic Psychology Monographs. 75 (1967): 43.






permissive practices have been questioned by researchers because too much or too little
parental monitoring/supervision can lead to greater deviance.
In "Unraveling Families and Delinquency: A Reanalysis of the Gluecks’ Data" John
H. Laub and Robert J. Sampson described the work of Sheldon and Eleanor Glueck as one
ofthe most famous on delinquency.The study by the Gluecks was undertaken during the
1940's and involved a matched sample of 500 official delinquents and 500 officially defined
nondelinquents.'® The Gluecks’ analyzed five factors: discipline of the boy by the father,
supervision of the boy by the mother, affection of the father for the boy, affection of the
mother for the boy, and cohesiveness of the family.The Gluecks’ reported that an analysis
of child-rearing practices is most significant when studying the cause of delinquency.
According to Laub and Sampson, although the design of the study was sound, the Gluecks'
study has undergone criticism concerning its conceptual and statistical analyses.'*
In "The Effect of Age and Gender On Parental Control and Delinquency" by Ruth
Seydlitz, two types of control were discussed which the family must impress on children to
regulate conformity: direct and indirect.'^ Direct control refers to external control imposed
''‘Wright and Wright, 25.
'®John H. Laub and Robert J. Sampson. "Unraveling Families and Delinquency:




'^uth Seydlitz. "The Effects of Age and Gender on Parental Control and Delinquency."
Criminology, 25 (1987): 175.
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by restriction and punishment: parents direct their children by controlling the amount of time
children are allowed away from the home, his/her choice of companions, and their types of
activities.^® Indirect control is the affection the adolescent feels for the parents, and others,
which leads the child to control his/or her own behaviors. Seydlitz quoted Ivan F. Nye
stating:
A limitation on the effectiveness of direct control is that it is effective only
when the child can expect to be detected in the delinquent act, is actually
within the physical limits of the home, or is otherwise under the surveillance
ofadults. Since there are many times when the child is outside the sphere of
direct control, it cannot be effective by itself
Further examining indirect control, an example of this practice was suggested by
Cernkovich and Giordano in data concerning the importance of family attachment.They
quote Travis Hirschi as stating that the parents' "psychological presence" in the child's mind
may deter him or her from delinquent acts. They quote:
The child is less likely to commit delinquent acts not because his parents
actually restrict his activities, but because he shares his activities with them;
not because his parents actually know where he is, but because he perceives
them as aware of his location. Following this line of reasoning, we can say
that the more the child is accustomed to sharing his mental life with his
parents, the more he is accustomed to seeking or getting their opinion about
his activities, the more likely he is to perceive them as part of his social and
psychological field, and the less likely he would be to neglect their opinion
when considering an act contrary to law-which is after all, a potential source
of embarrassment and/or inconvenience to them.^^
2®Ibid.
2%id., 178.
^^Stephen A. Cernkovich and Peggy C. Giordano. "Family Relationships and
Delinquency." Criminology, 25 (1987): 295.
2^Ibid.
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Researchers, such as Cemkovich and Giordano, have shown the collaboration of
direct and indirect control as being an effective practice of parenting.^'* However, indirect
control has been shown to be a stronger deterrent.^*
Parent-Child Interaction
Parental interaction has been shown to be a significant factor of delinquency. In "The
Family and Juvenile Delinquency," by Gove and Crutchfield, it was found that parents'
perceptions or sense of understanding of their child is one of the strongest predictors of
juvenile delinquency.^* Their research suggested that negative parent-child interaction
(meaning less affection, little interaction, monitoring, and/or discipline) probably encourages
misbehavior.
Hugh Lytton used three factors in the reciprocal relationship between parent and child:
(a) characteristics of the child, (b) the parental behavior (such as supervision, affection), and
(c) reciprocal eflFects.^’ This showed some evidence that delinquent behaviors of the child are
even stronger when there is parental rejection. Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber, in observing
parents with diflficult children, provided interrelated findings.^* They found that the role of
2^Ibid.
^*Wright and Wright, 29.
“Walter R. Gove and Robert D. Crutchfield. "The Family and Juvenile Delinquency." The
Sociology Quarterly, 23 (1982): 301.
^’Hugh Lytton. "Child and Parent Effects in Boys' Conduct Disorder: A Reinterpretation."
Developmental Psychology, 26 (1990): 683.
^*Loeber and Stouthamer-Loeber, 29.
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the parent to discipline may be neglected and the parents may even begin disliking the child.
Their research also showed that the interactive nature of rejection in a parent-child
relationship can create a difficult situation.
An analysis, using a sample of 824 adolescents, by Cernkovich and Giordano
examined seven distinct family interaction dimensions: control and supervision, identity and
support, caring and trust, intimate communication, instrumental communication, parental
disapproval of peers, and conflict.^” This research was based on a multidimensional model
to give a more complete and precise sense of the kind of relationship which exists between
parents and their more or less delinquent child.Cernkovich and Giordano have written:
The degree of conceptualization and the measurement
strategies, generally employed, arguably are inadequate to
capture the real dynamic quality of such relationships and to
specify their effects on delinquency involvement....^^
However,
The more strongly a child is attached to his parents, the more
strongly he is bound to their expectations, and therefore the
more strongly he is bound to conformity with the legal norms
of the larger system.
2®Ibid.






Hirschi over 25 years ago, placed emphasis on social bonding. He suggests that in a
society with social solidarity, the members are likely to conform to shared norms and values,
but in a society with weak bonds among its members people are more likely to deviate.^"*
Furthermore, individuals conform to societal norms when they are "bonded" to society, and
weakened ties free an individual to be criminal.^*
According to Ian Robertson, Hirschi stated that four elements determine the extent
to which people bond to society: involvement, commitment, belief, and attachment. He
suggests that involvement in family life limits opportunity to take part in deviant acts.^*
Commitment refers to the "stake" or investment in the family.^’ This assumes that one will
conform to protect what one's family has achieved.^* Belief is allegiance to the values and
morals of the family.^’ It affirms that certain deviant acts are wrong and participation in them
becomes almost unthinkable.*® Finally, attachment or significant link, accounts for the
affection and respect felt in the family. This element provides the welfare and feelings of the
^*Ian Robertson. Sociology. (New York, New York; Worth Publishers, Inc. 1987); 197.







family and the inclination to act in a responsible way/* According to Wright and Wright,
Hirschi concluded: "The closer the child's relation with his parents, the more he is attached
to and identified with them, the lower his chances of delinquency"/^
Further analyses have been developed to explain the onset of delinquent behavior
focusing on Hirschi's theory. In "Toward An Interactional Theory of Delinquency," by
Terence Thornberry, an interactional model is presented focusing on the interrelationships
among sk dimensions: attachment to parents, commitment to school, belief in conventional
values, associations with delinquent peers, adopting delinquent values, and engaging in
delinquent behavior.'*^ Thornberry states that these concepts are central to theories of
delinquency and have been shown in numerous studies to be strongly related to subsequent
delinquent behavior.'*'*
According to Thornberry, when primary mechanisms by which adolescents are bonded
are weakened, behavioral freedom, which may be delinquent behavior, increases. However,
Thornberry found commitment to family to be weaker when the transition to the family is only
affected in beginning ages.'** Nevertheless, Thornberry holds that commitment to family
^*Ibid.
'*^Wright and Wright, 19.
'**Terence P. Thornberry. "Toward An Interactional Theory ofDelinquency.”




reduces both delinquent associations and delinquent values and increases commitment to
conventional activity.
In "Perceived Parental Acceptance and Female Juvenile Delinquency," by Steven E.
Kroupa, the social control theory was examined.Responses of 62 adolescent females
residing at a state training school and 62 high school females were compared while
statistically controlling for the following; (a) mental age, (b) chronological age, (c)
socioeconomic status, (d) social desirability, and (e) family structure.'*’ Kroupa hypothesized
that the perceived parental acceptance of certain behaviors is important in relations to the
parent-child bond in the etiology of juvenile delinquency.'** According to Kroupa,
incarcerated girls perceived their parents as more rejecting than nonincarcerated girls.'*^
Family Structure
Broken/Intact Homes
Family structure has been the subject ofmany studies. The primary debate has been
upon the "broken" or "intact" home. Most research has suggested that family
disintegration^roken homes resulting from death, dissertion, or divorce of parents led to
'*^Steven E. Kroupa. "Perceived Parental Acceptance and Female Juvenile Delinquency."





undisciplined children.*® Historically, the structural position, focusing primarily upon the
"broken home" seems to have emerged as the predominant view prior to 1950.** According
to Rosen, one of the two major studies recognized for setting the transcendent structural view
is by Glueck and Glueck.*^
According to Laub and Sampson, Unraveling Juvenile Delinquency is one of the most
influential studies in history. In "Unraveling Families and Delinquency: A Reanalysis of the
Gluecks' Data" Laub and Sampson reanalyze the original Glueck data with a specific focus
on variables such as paternal discipline, maternal supervision, affection of both father and
mother for the boy, and family cohesiveness.** Despite other findings, it was revealed that
father's presence, family size, and ordinal position are associated with delinquency. Laub and
Sampson reported that the Gluecks' study was criticized for problems of sampling, matching,
selection of prediction items, and validity of the prediction scale.*" However, Laub and
Sampson state that the study has assisted in reestablishing the credibility of the central role
of family dynamics.**








In "Female Delinquency and Broken Homes," Susan K. Datesman and Frank R.
Scarpitti examined the relationship between broken homes and female delinquency.*® They
reported evidence suggesting that female delinquency is largely attributable to deficient family
relationships which require that the girl seek compensatory affectional responses outside the
home.*^ In summary, they reported that both female and male delinquents are less likely to
come from intact family backgrounds than their nondelinquent counterparts.**
Single-Parent Homes
In a society that has traditionally considered the two-parent home as the "norm,"
broken homes have been viewed as a potential source of trouble by lay persons and social
scientists.*® Wright and Wright state that the idea that single-parent homes may produce
more delinquents dates back to the early 19th century.®” According to Wright and Wright,
many researchers have hypothesized that the single parent, particularly those female-headed,
are less able to effectively supervise, guide, and control a child or adolescent to insulate him
or her from delinquent influences.®*
*®Susan K. Datesman and Frank R. Scarpitti. “Female Delinquency and Broken Homes.”
Criminology. 13 (1975): 33.
*’lbid.
**Ibid., 34.
*®Wright and Wright, 10.
®”Wright and Wright, 7.
®*Ibid.
16
Patricia Van Voorhis et. al. suggested that despite a plethora of studies of broken
homes, multivariate studies comparing the effects of the broken homes and other theoretically
relevant measures ofthe quality of family life are rare.“ In "The Impact ofFamily Structure
and Quality of Delinquency; A Comparative Assessment of Structural and Functional
Factors," an examination of the family structure versus family function issue was executed
by testing the comparative effects on self-reported delinquency of family structure and five
measures of family function.®^ Two types of family structure were examined: presence of
both biological parents in the home versus single parent and other homes.^ Furthermore,
item analysis and data reduction techniques were employed to construct six family quality
indices and five delinquency indices®^ The study concluded that the relation between family
structure (broken home) and self-reported delinquency is minimal.^ Also, it is reported that
studies which examine the relations regarding types ofdelinquent behavior indicate that family
structure is strongly related to delinquency.®’
In "Race, Family Structure, and Delinquency: Control Theories," Ross L. Matsueda
and Karen Heimer derived theoretical mechanisms from differential association theory and
^’Patricia Van Voorhis, Francis T. Cullen, Richard A. Mathers, and Connie Chenoweth
Garner. "The Impact of Family Structure and Quality on Delinquency: A Comparative







social control theory.®* This study specified how broken homes may influence delinquency
and how it differs among blacks and nonblacks. The authors reported that in both
populations, black and nonblack, the effects of broken homes and attachment to parents and
peers are mediated by the learning of definitions of delinquency, not the family structure.
"Family and Delinquency; Structure or Function?," by Rosen, examines the relative
importance of familial structure and functions for delinquency.®® Using a city-wide
representative sample ofblack youths and a somewhat systematic sample ofwhite youths, an
Automatic Interaction Detection (AID) analysis is used to uncover unsuspected interaction
patterns ofsbc independent variables.™ According to Rosen, suggested research consistently
shows that poor parent-child relationships, no matter what their specific labels (bonding,
attachment, closeness), are associated with higher levels of delinquency.’^ Basically, Rosen
focuses on the "quality of family life" as significant in relation to delinquency.™
Similarly, this thesis concentrates on the family dynamics being one of the strongest
forces in successfully socializing youth. This study uses the explanatory theory of
socialization. Socialization is defined as a process by which an individual learns the ways of
a given group or society and acquires the physical, intellectual, and the most important tools
®*Ross L. Matsueda and Karen Heimer. "Race, Family Structure, and Delinquency; A







needed to function in society.” Socialization centers on the internalization of social morals
and norms through interaction with other members of society, primarily in the family, and
through this interaction occurring in the family, and the type of family structure will affect of
the success or failure of the socialization process.” Furthermore, it focuses on how collective
morality constrains people and shapes their thoughts and actions.’*
According to Kumpfer, the family unit, and primarily the parents, are the major
socializers of children.’® Furthermore, she states, children learn how to organize their lives,
and social relationships from their parents.” Also, Kumpfer suggests that youth learn respect
for others and their property, as well as other humanistic values, from their parents.’* This
study supports the importance of socialization within the family as significant in raising
nondelinquent and delinquent children. Additionally, effective positive socialization by the
family results in lower risk for delinquency.
This study assumes that family structure has a direct impact on the family interaction,
family normlessness, and perceived parental sanctions of juveniles. Additionally, it assumes
that in turn these variables have a direct impact on a juvenile's behavior.
’^George Ritzer. Classical Sociological Theory. (New York, New York:







CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK, HYPOTHESES AND METHODOLOGY
The research design used for this thesis is a survey design. The conceptualization of
the family dimensions, the study hypotheses, and the methodology adopted are discussed in
this chapter.
Conceptual Framework
The literature reviewed in chapter Two revealed the theoretical relationships displayed
in Fig. 3.1. The juvenile delinquency variables are correlated with the variables family
interaction and structure. Family interaction variables such as family attachment, child-rearing
practices, parent-child interaction and social bonding are viewed to have an effect on the
behavior of a child. Specifically, these factors are observed through the parent-child
relationship from the point of the child's perception. Furthermore, family interaction reflects
on the communication patterns, caring and trust, and positive support.
The family normlessness variables are viewed to have an association with family
interaction. However, they serve as a proxy of the "psychological presence" of the parent(s)
or guardian(s); meaning the internal effect or control resulting from the parent-child
relationship. Similarly, perceived parental sanctions are seen to have association with the
family interaction variable. However, it refers to the results of child-rearing practices
developed through supervision and monitoring.
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Family structure defines the youth's family structural arrangement. The variable
focuses on such aspects as parental or guardian status, number of siblings, and
parent(s)/guardian(s) employment situation.
The dependent variable, juvenile delinquency, deals with the juveniles' behavior It
examines the delinquency level which may have been the result of the family interaction or
structure. Juvenile delinquency though strictly described as a violation of the law by minors
in the legal sense, is considered in this study in a broader perspective; that is, legal violations
as well as other deviant acts that may not necessarily be illegal patterns. From what has been
discussed thus far, this study provides the following hypotheses:
Hypotheses1.a. The more complete the family structure, the closer the family
interaction with juveniles.
b. The closer the family interaction, the lower the probability ofjuvenile
delinquency.2.a. The more complete the family structure, the lower the family
normlessness.
b. The lower the family normlessness, the lower the probability of
juvenile delinquency.3.a. The more complete the family structure, the lower the probability of
negative perceived parental acceptance by juveniles.
b. The lower the probability of negative perceived parental acceptance




Benjamin W. Raymond Elementary School, located at 3663 South Wabash Avenue
of Chicago, Illinois, is in the heart of the Douglas Community, spanning over Federal and
Indiana Avenues, and 35th to 37th streets. Within this area, also existing are: Stateway
Gardens Housing Project, Robert Taylor Housing Project, churches, a senior citizen home
as well as other residential houses and buildings. The environment consists ofmostly single
family dwellings (female headed), boarded up buildings, vacant lots, and one main business
district (Lake Meadows Shopping Center).
The majority of the students at Benjamin W. Raymond live in Stateway Gardens
Housing Project. This project has 1,684 units in two buildings of ten stories tall and six
buildings of seventeen stories that cover only about 12 percent ofthe site.‘ The neighborhood
population is approximately 128,439.^ Its economic deprivation level is 100%; the poverty
level is more than two times the city average.^ It has two public libraries, five park facilities,
and two medical facilities to accommodate this community.'* Although this area has a number
of landmark sites (one being the tomb of Stephen A. Douglas), the growing adversity within
the atmosphere/environment clouds these attractions.
'Devereux Bowly, Jr. (The Poorhouse: Subsidized Housing in Chicago. Carbondale.
Illinois: Southern Illinois University Press, 1978): 115.





This study employed a sample size of 80 elementary school students drawn from four
classrooms in the grades of sixth through eighth. They were in the ages from 11 through 14
years.
First, an agreement and consent for the study was formulated explaining the purpose
of the study, how it would be conducted, and guidelines for protection of anonymity; and,
submitted to Principal Louis S. Hall for his review and approval (See Appendix A).
Second, a copy of the 1987 National Youth Survey was obtained from Delbert S.
Elliott, Ph.D., a known specialist on the topic. This was found to be an effective aid because
it examined the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of young adults.
Third, following the basic principles ofDr. Elliott's instrument, I designed my survey
(See Appendix B) and codebook (See Appendix C). Fourth, data were collected, as
mentioned before, from personal interviews with 80 students in a Chicago elementary school.
Each interview lasted 15-20 minutes. Finally, the analysis was done on SPSS Windows at
Clark Atlanta University.
Measurement of Variables
The dependent variable, juvenile delinquency, is measured by the legal description of
violations of the law committed by minors; specifically by asking the following questions;
"How many times in the Last Year have you ..."
purposely damaged or destroyed property belonging to your parents or other
family member?
purposely damaged or destroyed other property that did not belong to you,
not counting family, or work property?
stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle such as a car or motorcycle?
stolen or tried to steal something worth more than $50?
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knowingly, bought, sold, or held stolen goods or tried to do any of these
things?
purposely set fire to a building, a car, or other property or tried to do so?
carried a hidden weapon other than a plain pocket knife?
stolen or tried to steal things worth $5 or less?
attacked someone with the idea of seriously hurting or killing that person?
been involved in gang fights?
sold marijuana or hashish?
hitchhiked where it was illegal to do so?
stolen money or other things from your parents or other members of your
family?
hit or threatened to hit one of the parents/guardians?
hit or threatened to hit anyone else (other than parents, persons at work)?
been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place?
sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine, and LSD?
tried to cheat someone by selling them something that was worthless or not
what you said it was?
taken a vehicle for a ride or drive without the owner's permission?
brought or provided liquor to someone younger than you?
used force or strong arm methods to get money or things from people?
avoided paying for such things as movies, bus, or subway rides, and food?
been drunk in public place?
stolen or tried to steal things worth between $5 and $50?
broken or tried to break into a building or vehicle to steal something or just
to look around?
begged for money or things from strangers?
failed to return extra change that a cashier gave you by mistake?
used or tried to use credit cards without the owner's permission?
made obscene telephone calls?
snatched someone's purse or wallet or picked someone's pocket?
used money or funds entrusted in your care for some purpose other than
that intended?
The response categories were;
1. once a month
2. once every 2-3 weeks
3. once a week
4. 2-3 times a week
5. once a day
6. 2-3 times a day
7. never.
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The responses were later collapsed into three categories to provide suitable and
meaningful basis for analysis. The revised categories were:
1. At least once every 2 weeks
2. At least once a week
3. At least once a day.
At the second level of the analysis, these responses were utilized to construct a
Type-Frequency (T-F) delinquency index, to measure both severity and extent of the












4. perceived parental sanctions.
Family Structure
Research on the family has shown that if connections with the family have been
disrupted from such factors as parental disharmony, divorce, or separation, juveniles are
more prone to delinquency.* Recognizing these factors family structure was
operationalized by asking the following questions:
*Wright and Wright, 7.
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"Whom have you lived with the longest?"
The response categories were:
1. mother and father
2. mother only
3. father only
4. mother and stepfather
5. father and stepmother
6. other relatives.
"During the past three years, have any of the following events happened to your
parents?"







7. Did father lose job?
8. Did mother lose job?
The response categories for these questions were collapsed and revised by
significance. The categories analyzed were as follows:
1. mother and father
2. mother
3. mother and stepfather
4. father and stepmother
5. other relatives.
The response categories were:
1. yes
2. no.
"In your family you have how many brothers and sisters?"
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"Did father lose job?"
The response categories were:
1. yes
2. no.
"Did mother lose job?"




It is expected that parental attitudes and patterns of family interaction play an
important role in child development. In this study, interaction within the family was
examined by factors such as how often the parent and child, or other family members,
spent time together, the satisfaction, and perceived importance of the time by the child
Family interaction was operationalized by asking the following questions:
"On the weekends, how much time have you generally spent playing,
talking, or working with members of your family?"
"How much have your parents influenced what you have thought and
done?"
"How much warmth and affection have you received from your parents?"
"How much support and encouragement have you received from your
parents?"
"How much stress or pressure has there been in this relationship?"
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The initial and revised response categories for these questions were;
RevisedInitial
1. very little
2. not too much
3. some
4. quite a bit




The first and second categories were collapsed into rare and the fourth and fifth
categories were collapsed into often.
"How often have you taken part in family activities such as birthday parties,
holiday dinners, and traditional times?"
The response categories were: Which were later collapsed into:
1. never
2. once or twice
3. 3 or 4 times
4. monthly
5. weekly
The first and second categories were collapsed into little and the fourth and fifth




"How satisfied have you been with your relationship with your parents?"
The response categories were: Later collapsed into:
1. very dissatisfied
2. somewhat dissatisfied 1
3. neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 2
4. somewhat satisfied 3
5. very satisfied
The first and second categories were collapsed into dissatisfied and the fourth and





"How many weekday afternoons, in the last year, have you spent talking,
or working with members ofyour family?"
"How many weekday evenings, from dinnertime to bedtime, in the last year
have you spent playing, talking, or working with members ofyour family?"






The first and second categories were collapsed into rare and the fourth and fifth
categories were collapsed into often.
"How important have the things you have done with your family been to you?"
The response categories were: Later collapsed into;
1. not important at all




The first and second categories were collapsed into not important and the fourth








Family normlessness refers to the belief that one must violate the rules/norms to
achieve personal goals or aspirations.* This examines the child's perception of his/her family
and the level ofdeviation from the family rules/norms.
* Elliott,Huizinga, and Ageton, 96.
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Family normlessness was operationalized by responses to the following statements:
"Making a good impression is more important than telling the truth to my
parents."
"It's important to be honest with my parents, even if they become upset or
angry."
"Sometimes it's necessary to lie to my parents in order to keep their trust."
"It may be necessary to break some ofmy parents' rules in order to keep some
ofmy friends."







Perceived parental acceptance refers the "psychological presence of the parent(s)
which may contribute to pre-chance delinquency.
This dimension views the child's perception of the parent(s) reactions toward various
delinquent acts. It also shows the conventional teachings of norms and values that the parent
expects or encourages the child to adhere. This "How Would My Parents React" scale or
perceived parental acceptance was operationalized by asking the following questions:
"How would your parents react if you ....
broke into a vehicle or building to steal something.
stole something worth less than $5.
sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine, and LSD.
used marijuana and hashish.
stole something worth more than $50.
hit or threatened to hit someone without any reason.
used alcohol.
purposely damaged or destroyed property that did not belong to you.
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The responses for these statements were: Later collapsed into:
1. strongly approve
2. approve






The first and second categories were collapsed into approve and the fourth and fifth
categories were collapsed into disappove.
Analytical Strategy
The data were analyzed in this study at the descriptive and inferential levels. In order
to allow testing of all possible relations both statistical methods were necessary for
observations.
Index Construction: Two indexes, one for delinquency and the other for family structure,
were constructed. The delinquency index was constructed in such a way that the categories
reflect on both the severity and extent of the delinquency. The structure of the ten levels of
delinquency were composed based on the severity of the delinquent acts. The design was
assembled according to a study done by Dr. K. S. Murty on juvenile delinquency.’ First
various acts were collapsed into categories of mild, moderate, and serious. Second, these
three categories were combined to measure how often the delinquency had occurred and
show the severity. The combination resulted in a delinquency index categorizing the
frequency, number, and percentage of respondents for juvenile delinquency.
’Komanduri S. Murty and Gerald O. Windham. “Alcohol Use Among High School
Students in Mississippi,” presented at the Annual Meetings of the Southern Sociological
Society, Atlanta (1993).
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The family structure index is constructed by combining family structure variables. The
variables were selected for categories on the basis of parental/guardian structure as well as
their employment status. The index categorizes the family structure into three types:
complete, semi-complete, and incomplete. It was constructed on the basis of specifying the
definition of each family structure and revealing an accurate distribution of the variable for
analysis.
The distribution of respondents by the delinquency index is included in Table 3.1 and
in Figure 3.2 delinquents relatively low percentages, however, moderate-frequent delinquents
were the lowest percentage. "Mild-Frequent" delinquents were 18.8% while "Non-
Delinquents" were 1.2% higher. Ten percent of the respondents were "Serious-Occasional"
delinquents. Overall, "Mild-Occasional" delinquents showed the highest concentration of
delinquency.
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Table 3.1. Distribution ofRespondents by Delinquency Index
Definition Number Percentage
Non-Delinquent; Never Committed a delinquent
act.
16 20.0%
Mild-Occasional Delinquent: Committed at least
one mild delinquent act, but no more than two on
a weekly basis.
28 35.5%
Mild-Frequent Delinquent: Committed at least
three mild delinquent acts on a weekly basis, but
no more than four on a daily basis.
15 18.8%
Mild-Routine Delinquent: Committed at least
five or more mild delinquent acts on a daily basis.
0 0
Moderate-Occasional Delinquent: Committed at
least one moderate delinquent act, but no more
than two on a weekly basis.
5 6.3%
Moderate-Frequent Delinquent: Committed at
least three moderate delinquent acts on a weekly
basis, but no more than four on a daily basis.
2 2.5%
Moderate-Routine Delinquent: Committed at
least five or more moderate delinquent acts on a
daily basis.
0 0
Serious-Occasional Delinquent; Committed at
least one serious delinquent act, but no more than
two on a weekly basis.
8 10.0%
Serious-Frequent Delinquent: Committed at least
three serious delinquent acts on a weekly basis,
but no more than four on a family basis.
0 0
Serious-Routine Delinquent: Committed at least








Fig. 3.2: Distribution of Respondents by Delinquency Index










Table 3.2 and Figure 3.3 shows the distribution of respondents by the family structure
index, which shows that a small percent of the respondents reside in a complete or semi-
complete family structure. A majority of the youths reportedly live in households with a
single-parent, or other relatives, working, or not working.
Table 3.2. Distribution ofRespondents by Family Structure Index
Definition Number Percentage
Complete; Family structure consisting of father,
mother, father working, and mother working or
not working.
7 8.8%
Semi-complete; Family structure consisting of
mother, stepfather, father working, and mother
working or not working; or father, stepmother,
father working and mother working or not
working.
14 17.5%
Incomplete; All other family structures. 54 67.5%
In order to test the sensitivity of the index, bivariate correlations were computed
between the index and each of its items. All correlation coefficients were consistent in terms
of their magnitude and direction of association.







Complete: Father, Mother, FatherWorking and Mother Working or NotWorking.
Semi-complete: Mother, Stepfather, FatherWorking, and Mother Working or Not Working; or Father,
Stepmother, FatherWorking, and MotherWorking or Not Working.
Incomplete: All Other Family Structures.
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Chi-Square: Chi-square permits a researcher to determine whether or not a significant
difference exists between the observed number of cases falling into each category and the
expected number of cases, based on null hypothesis. A very useful application of chi-square
test occurs with testing the compatibility of observed and expected frequencies in two-way
tables, known as contingency tables. A contingency table is usually constructed for the
purpose of studying the relationship between the two variables of classification. In particular,
one may wish to know whether the two variables are at all related. By means of chi-square
test it is possible to test the hypothesis that the two variables are independent. The following
formula is used to compute chi-square coefficient:
k
Where Oj and ej denote the observed and expected frequencies, respectively, for the
i-rt, cell and k denotes the number of cells. The chi-square coefficient is always positive and
varies between 0 and °°.
First, three groups were selected for examination from the delinquency index. This
selection was arranged on the basis of percentages and significance for each delinquency
subgroup. Accordingly, this provided the testing for the delinquency probability. Second,
the delinquency probability was cross-tabulated with family interaction, family
normlessness, and perceived parental sanctions. Third, this cross-tabulation method was
also employed to test the family structure index. The results enabled measuring of the
association determining if such an association is statistically significant.
Chapter FV
ANALYSIS OF DATA AND TESTS OF HYPOTHESES
Analysis ofData
Table 4.1 shows the distribution of respondents by the family structure variables. The
table reveals that 52.5% of the sample were from single parent female-headed households;
13.8% lived with their mother and father; while 16.3% lived with their mother and stepfather.
The percentage of the sample who lived with other relatives was 15.0. Only 1.3% of the
respondents lived with their father and stepmother.
Further, this table shows the distribution of the number of siblings of the respondents.
Nearly one-halfof the respondents (47.8%) had 5 or more siblings; 15.% had three siblings,
while 11.3% reported either one, two, or four siblings. Only 3.8% reported no siblings.
Regarding parents losing their job, 16.3% answered "yes" to father losing his job
compared to 50% who answered "no" to this experience. But only 8.8% answered "yes" to
mother losing her job while 56.3% reported "no".
38
39
Table 4,1, Distribution ofRespondents by Family Structure Variables
Variable Number Percentage
Lived With
Mother and Father 11 13.8
Mother and Stepfather 13 16.3
Mother Only 42 52.5
Father and Stepmother 1 1.3















Not Reported 28 35.0
Table 4.2 shows that many children often spend time with their family, especially on
weekday afternoons. This pattern is inconsistent with the employment status of their parents.
Regarding the parent-children interaction, 60.0% felt a great amount of parental
influence in their relationship. Many students reported a great deal ofwarmth and affection
as well as support and encouragement from parents. The percentage of students who felt
stress or pressure in the relationship with their parents is relatively low. Moreover, the self-
satisfaction with parental relationship showed a high satisfied concentration.
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Most of the sample reported frequently participating in family activities as well as the
activities being ofvery high importance.
Table 4.2. Distribution ofRespondents by Family Interaction Variables
Variable Number Percentage
















Perceived Warmth & Affection From Parents
Very Little 8 10.0
Some 10 12.5
A Great Deal 62 77.5
Perceived Parental Support & Encouragement
Very Little 7 8.8
Some 5 6.3
A Great Deal 67 83.8
Not Reported 1 1.3




Not Reported 2 2.5
41
Table 4.2 Continued




Not Reported 2 2.5




Not Important 8 10.1
Somewhat Important 14 17.5
Very Important 58 72.5
Table 4.3 shows that only 18.8% agreed with normlessness of its family members
while 27.5% disagreed. The percentage of students who reported that they were honest with
their parents without regard to the consequences was 27.5% compared to 8.8% who
disagreed—a difference of 18.7%.
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Table 4.3. Distribution ofRespondents by Normlessness Variables
Variable Number Percentage
Impression Over Truth to Parents




Strongly Agree 15 18.8
Honest With ParentsWithout Regard to Consequences




Strongly Agree 37 46.3
Table 4.4 shows the distribution of respondents by parental acceptance variables.
Perceived parental acceptance to stealing something worth less than $5.00 and selling hard
drugs had the highest percent ofapproval. The largest percent reporting parental disapproval
was stealing something worth more than $50.00. Overall, the percentages were high in
perceived parental disapproval, while a significant number were shown to report a neutral
perception of the parental acceptance.
Table 4.4. Distribution ofRespondents by Parental Acceptance Variables
Variable Number Percentage






Perceived Parental Acceptance to Stealing Something




Perceived Parental Acceptance to Stealing Something


























Table 4.5 illustrates the total number and percentage of youth involved in various
delinquent acts. The lowest percentage reported snatching a purse or wallet, most commonly
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at least once in a week. On the contrary, the highest percentage ofjuveniles admitted being
loud or unruly in public places. Moreover, the highest rate of individuals engaged in the act
at least once in two weeks.















21 (26.2) 2(9.5) 6 (28.6) 13 (61.9)
Damaged Property of
Others
23 (28.7) 11 (47.8) 5(21.7) 7 (30.4)
Purposely Set Fines 7(8.7) 4(57.1) 2 (28.6) 1 (14.3)
Taken Vehicle w/o
Permission
7 ( 8.7) 4(57.1) 73 3 (42.9)
Broken/Tried to Break into
Something
10(12.5) 3 (30.0) 3 (30.0) 4 (40.0)
Stolen/Tried to Steal
Motor Vehicle
9(11.2) 4 (44.4) 1(11.1) 4 (44.4)
Stolen/Tried to Steal
Something Worth $5.00




7 ( 8.7) 1 (14.3) 3 (42.9) 3 (42.9)
Stolen/Tried to Steal
Things Worth $5.00




13 (16.2) 9 (69.2) 4 (30.8) 67
Sold/Held Stolen Goods 8(10.0) 1 (12.5) 2 (25.0) 5 (62.5)
Used/Tried to Use Credit
Cards without Permission
6(7.5) 4 (66.7) 2(33.3) 74
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Table 4.5. Continued
Begged for Things from
Strangers
6(7.5) 3 (50.0) 1 (16.7) 2(33.3)
Avoided Paying for Things 28 (35.0) 3 (46.4) 5 (17.9) 10(35.7)
Failed to Return Extra
Change
26 (32.5) 13 (50.0) 5 (19.2) 8 (30.8)
Tried to Cheat Someone 14(7.5) 9 (64.3) 4 (28.6) 1(7.1)
Snatched PurseAVallet 5 ( 6.2) 2 (40.0) 3 (60.0) 75
Use Force to Get Money 6 ( 7.5) 2(33.3) 2(33.3) 2(33.3)
Use $/Funded Entrusted to
You
6(7.5) 1 (16.7) 1 (16.7) 4 (66.7)
Carried a Weapon Other
than Knife
17(21.2) 6(35.3) 4 (23.5) 7(41.2)
Hit/Threatened
Parents/Guardians
6(7.5) 3 (50.0) 2(33.3) 1 (16.7)
Hit/Threatened Anyone
Other than Parents
6 (32.5) 14(53.8) 4(15.4) 8 (30.8)
Attacked to Hurt/Kill a
Person
9(11.2) 4 (44.4) 4 (44.4) 1(11.1)
Involved in Gang Fights 22 (27.5) 12 (54.5) 3 (13.6) 7(31.8)
Made Obscene Phone Calls 21 (26.2) 10 (47.6) 7(33.3) 4(19.0)
Loud/Unruly in Public
Places
34 (42.5) 16(47.1) 9 (26.5) 9 (26.5)
Been Drunk in Public
Places
8(10.0) 3 (37.5) 3 (37.5) 2 (25.0)
Brought/Provided Liquor
to Minor
9(11.2) 5 (55.6) 71 4 (44.4)
Sold Marijuana/Hashish 7(8.7) 2 (28.6) 1 (14.3) 4(57.1)
Sold Hard Drugs 8(10.0) 1 (12.5) 3 (37.5) 4 (50.0)
Hitchhiked Illegally 8(10.0) 1 (12.5) 5 (62.5) 2 (25.0)
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Testing ofHypotheses
Table 4.6 shows the distribution of respondents by family interaction and family
structure. The results do not support hypothesis la-the more complete the family structure,
the closer the family interaction with juveniles. Although a significant number of respondents
are shown to be fi'om incomplete family structures the percentages indicate a high degree of
family interaction. The respondents from complete family structures reported family time
spent often on weekday afternoons and evenings. Further, these respondents indicated a
higher level of satisfaction the relationship between themselves and their parents as well as
their participation in family activities.
More than two-thirds of those from semi-complete family structures perceived
parental influence (71.4%) and felt that family activities were important (92.9%).
The incomplete family structures evidently accommodated more family time spent on
weekends (often); a great deal ofwarmth and affection fi-om parents and parental support and
encouragement; and rare encounters of stress/pressure in relationship with parents. The
corresponding percentages show that despite the incomplete family structure, interaction in
the parent/child relationship continued to be a significant factor to the child. None of the chi-
square values were found to be significant at .05 level.
Table 4.6. Distribution ofRespondents by Family Interaction and Family Structure
Family Structure
Family Interaction Variables Complete Semi-Complete Incomplete
Family Time R* 2 ( 28.6) 4 (28.6) 7(13.0)
Spent On OC 1 ( 14.3) 2(14.3) 16 (29.6)
Weekends OF 4(57.1) 8(57.1) 31 (57.4)
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Table 4.6. Continued
Family Time R 3 (5.6)
Spent on Weekday OC 1 ( 14.3) 7 (50.0) 8 (14.8)
Afternoons OF 6(85.7) 7 (50.0) 43 (79.6)
Family Time R 1(7.1) 10(18.5)
Spent on Weekday OC 2 ( 28.6) 4 (28.6) 10(18.5)
Evenings OF 5(71.4) 8(57.1) 33 (61.1)
Perceived L 2 ( 28.6) 2(14.3) 11 (20.4)
Parental SW 2 ( 28.6) 2(14.3) 10(18.5)
Influence G 3 ( 42.9) 10(71.1) 33 (61.1)
Perceived Warmth L 3 (21.4) 5(9.3)
and Affection from S 2(28.6) 7(13.0)
Parents GD 5(71.4) 11 (78.6) 42 (77.8)
Perceived Parental VL 3 (21.4) 4 ( 7.4)
Support and S 1 ( 14.3) 1(7.1) 3 ( 5.6)
Encouragement GD 5(71.4) 10(71.4) 47 (87.0)
Perceived Stress/ R 3 ( 42.9) 6 (42.9) 32 (59.3)
Pressure in 0 1 ( 14.3) 4 (28.6) 6(11.1)
Relationship with Parents F 2 ( 28.6) 4 (28.6) 15 (27.8)
Self-Satisfaction D 51 (9.3)
with Parental N 1(7.1) 7(13.0)
Relationship SA 7 (100.0) 12(85.7) 41 (75.9)
Participation in ST 6 (42.9) 11 (20.4)
Family
Activities
F 7 (100.0) 8(57.1) 43 (79.6)
Importance of NI 1 ( 14.3) 1(7.1) 6(11.1)
Family SW 13 (24.1)
Activities VI 6(85.7) 13 (92.9) 35 (64.8)
* R - Rare OC - Occasional OF -Often L - Little
S - Some SW - Somewhat G - Greatly GD - A Great Deal
VL - Very Little D - Dissatisfied N -■ Neutral SA - Satisfied
ST - Sometimes F - Frequently
VI - Very Important
NI-• Not Important SW - Somewhat Important
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The distribution of respondents by family interaction and delinquency probability
(Table 4.7) as well as corresponding chi-square values render support to hypothesis lb—the
closer the family interaction, the lower the probability ofjuvenile delinquency. Nearly 60%
"Serious-Routine" delinquents reported that they rarely spent time with their family on
weekends.
"Non-Delinquents" more frequently felt parental influence (46.7%) than their
counterparts in category "Serious-Routine." Two-thirds of the "Mild-Frequent" delinquents
reported some warmth and affection, while 46.4% of "Non-Delinquents" perceive a great
deal. Also, 43.8% of non-delinquents perceived a great deal of parental support and
encouragement. Furthermore, non-delinquents reporting rare stress/pressure felt in the
relationship with parents show a high concentration.
Greater numbers of "Non-Delinquents" and "Mild-Frequent" delinquents appear to
have been satisfied with their parental relationship. Similarly, "Non-Delinquents" displayed
a higher level of involvement in family activities. Further, 48.0% of "Non-Delinquents"
admitted that family activities are very important to them.







Family Time R* 1 (20.0) 1 ( 20.0) 3 (60.0)
Spent On OC 5 (50.0) 4 ( 40.0) 1 (10.0)
Weekends OF 10(45.5) 10(45.5) 2 ( 9.1)
Family Time R 1 (50.0) 1 ( 50.0)
Spent onWeekdays OC 1 (14.3) 4(57.1) 2 (28.6)
Afternoons OF 14 (50.0) 10(35.7) 4 ( 14.3)
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Table 4.7. Continued
Family Time R 1 (33.3) 2 ( 66.7)
Spent on Weekday OC 3 (50.0) 2(33.3) 1 ( 16.7)
Evenings OF 11 (42.3) 10(38.5) 5 ( 19.2)
Perceived L 1 (20.0) 3 ( 60.0) 1 (20.0)
Parental SW 6 (66.7) 3 (33.3)
Influence G 9(39.1) 9(39.1) 5 (21.7)
Perceived Warmth L 1 (33.3) 1 (33.3) 1 (33.3)
and Affection S 2(33.3) 4 ( 66.7) 5 ( 17.9)
Parents GD 13 (46.4) 10(35.7)
Perceived Parental VL 1 (100.0)
Supported and S 2 (50.0) 2 ( 50.0)
Encouragement GD 14 (43.8) 12(37.5) 6 ( 18.8)
Perceived Stress/ R 12 (52.2) 6(39.1) 2 ( 8.7)
Pressure in OC 4 ( 50.0) 2 ( 50.0)
Relationship with Parents F 3 (33.3) 4 ( 44.4) 2 (22.2)
Self-Satisfaction D 1 (50.0) 1 ( 50.0)
with Parental N 2(100.0)
Relationship SA 14(43.8) 14(43.8) 4(12.5)
Participation in ST 3 (42.9) 2 ( 28.6) 2 ( 28.6)
Family Activities F 13 (43.3) 13 ( 43.3) 4 ( 13.3)
Importance of NI 4 ( 80.0) 1 ( 20.0)
Family SW 4(57.1) 3 (42.9)
Activities VI 12 (48.0) 8 ( 32.0) 5 ( 20.0)
♦ R - Rare OC - Occasional OF - Often L - Little
S - Some SW - Somewhat G - Greatly GD-■ A Great Deal
VL-Veiy Little D -Dissatisfied N -Neutral SA- Satisfied
ST - Sometimes F - Frequently NI - Not Important SW - Somewhat Important
VI - Very Important
The distribution of respondents by family normlessness and family structure (Table
4.8) does support hypothesis 2a—the more complete the family structure, the lower the family
normlessness. The complete family structure reported 42.9% disagreed with making an
impression over telling the truth to their parents. The semi-complete family shows 35.7%,
while incomplete shows only 24.1%. Juveniles reported greater levels of strongly agreeing
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for honesty with parents without regard to consequences. The complete family structure
displays the highest percentage ofthis behavior. Even though a large number of the juveniles
are shown to be from incomplete family structures a low 3.7% strongly disagreed with the
behavior. Semi-complete family structure shows 35.7% agree and strongly agreed honesty
with parents is very important. All of the chi-square values were found to be significant at
.05 level.






Impression SD* 1 (14.3) 11 (20.4)
Over Truth D 3 (42.9) 5 (35.7) 13 (24.1)
to Parents N 1 (14.3) 3 (21.4) 10(18.5)
S 2 (28.6) 2(14.3) 10(18.5)
SA 4 (28.6) 10(18.5)
Honest with SD 2(3.7)
Parents without D 2(14.3) 5(9.3)
Regard to N 2(14.3) 9(16.7)
Consequences A 2 (28.6) 5 (35.7) 12 (22.2)
SA 5(71.4) 5 (35.7) 26 (48.1)
*SD - Strongly Disagree D - Disagree N - Neutral A - Agree
SA - Strongly Agree
Table 4.9 shows the distribution of family normlessness and delinquency probability.
The data showed partial support for hypothesis 2b-the lower the family normlessness, the
lower the probability of juvenile delinquency. It is shown that 45.5% of non-delinquents
disagreed with making an impression over telling the truth to their parents, while 36.4% of
mild-frequent delinquents and only 18.2% of serious-routine delinquents also disagreed.
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On the other hand, 75.0% ofnon-delinquents disagreed with honest to parents without
regard to consequences, while 25.0% of serious-routine delinquents similarly disagreed. Chi-
square values for the first item were significant at .05 level.









Impression SD* 2 (25.0) 5 (62.5) 1 (12.5)
Over Truth D 5 (45.5) 4 ( 36.4) 2(18.2)
to Parents N 4(57.1) 2 ( 28.6) 1 (14.3)
S 2 (40.0) 3 ( 60.0)
SA 2 (33.3)
Honest with SD 2(100.0)
Parents without D 3 (75.0) 1 (25.0)
Regard to N 1 (20.0) 4 ( 80.0)
Consequences A 5 (38.5) 4(30.8) 4 (30.8)
SA 7(53.8) 5 (38.5) 1 ( 7.7)
*SD - Strongly Disagree D - Disagree N - Neutral A - Agree
SA - Strongly Agree
Table 4.10 shows the distribution of parental acceptance and family structure. The
table reveals partial support for hypothesis 3a—the more complete the family structure, the
lower the probability of negative perceived parental acceptance by juveniles. Even though
the data show greater numbers representing the incomplete family structure significant
percentages are displayed for each structure. The variables perceived parental acceptance to
stealing a vehicle, stealing something worth less than $5.00, and stealing something worth
more than $50.00 show a majority of respondents expressed not knowing their parents
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feelings regarding these behaviors. Greater levels of disapproval are shown for perceived
parental acceptance to alcohol use, hitting/threatening someone, and damaging/destroying
property. Most interesting were variables perceived parental acceptance to selling hard drugs
and marijuana use. 42.9% of the complete family felt their parents would approve of them
selling hard drugs. Similarly, a high percentage of 28.6% is shown for marijuana in the
complete family.
Table 410. Distribution ofRespondents by Parental Acceptance and Family Structure
Family Structure
Parental Acceptance
Variables Complete Semi-Complete Incomplete
Perceived Parental A* 1 (14.3) 4 (28.6)
Acceptance to N 5(71.4) 6 (42.9) 45 (83.3)
Stealing a Vehicle D 1 (14.3) 4 (28.6) 9(16.7)
Perceived Parental A 1 (14.3) 4 (28.6) 6(11.1)
Acceptance to N 6 (85.7) 7 (50.0) 37 (68.5)
Stealing Something
Worth <$5.00
D 3 (21.4) 11 (20.4)
Perceived Parental A 1 (14.3) 2(14.3)
Acceptance to N 4(57.1) 9 (64.3) 48 (88.9)
Stealing Something
Worth >$50.00
D 3 (21.4) 6(11.1)
Perceived Parental A 3 (42.9) 3 (21.4) 5(9.3)
Acceptance to N 4(57.1) 7 (50.0) 40 (74.1)
Selling Hard Drugs D 4 (28.6) 9 (16.7)
Perceived Parental A 2 (28.6) 2(14.3) 4 ( 7.4)
Acceptance to N 4(57.1) 8(57.1) 42 (77.8)
Marijuana Use D 1 (14.3) 4 (28.6) 8(14.8)
Perceived Parental A 5 (35.7) 1 ( 1.9)
Acceptance to N 2 (28.6) 4 (28.6) 6(11.1)
Alcohol Use D 5(71.1) 5 (35.7) 47 (87.0)
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Table 4.10 Continued
Perceived Stress/ A 2(14.3) 6(11.1)
Acceptance to N 1 (14.3) 5 (35.7) 16 (29.6)
Hitting/Threatening
Someone
D 6(85.7) 7 (50.0) 32 (59.3)
Perceived Parental A 1 (14.3) 3 (21.4) 4 ( 7.4)
Acceptance to N 1 (14.3) 4 (28.6) 7(13.0)
Damaging/Destroying D 5(71.4) 7 (50.0) 43 (79.6)
Property
*A - Approved N - Neutral D - Disapprove
Table 4.11 shows the distribution ofparental acceptance and delinquency probability.
The data do show support for hypothesis 3b,—the lower the probability of negative parental
acceptance by juveniles, the lower the probability ofjuvenile delinquency. The table reveals
low numbers of individuals reporting approval of the given perceived behaviors for non¬
delinquents. Furthermore, high numbers are shown for disapproval and neutral of non¬
delinquents.
Similarly, mild-frequent delinquents and serious-routine delinquents display these
results. Moreover, some variables such as perceived parental acceptance to stealing
something worth less than $5.00 show a high percentage for approval, however, the number
for those perceiving the approval are relatively low. All chi-square values, with an exception
of “stealing something worth $50.00" and “hitting/threatening someone,” were significant
of at least .05 level.
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Table 4.11. Distribution ofRespondents by Parental Acceptance and Delinquency
Probability
Delinquency Probability
Parental Acceptance Non- Serious-
Variables Delinquent Mild-Frequent Routine
Perceived Parental A* 1 (50.0) 1 (50.0)
Acceptance to N 13 (48.1) 11 (40.7) 3(11.1)
Stealing a Vehicle D 2(25.0) 3 (37.5) 3 (37.5)
Perceived Parental A 1 ( 20.0) 1 (20.0) 3 (60.0)
Acceptance to N 12 (48.0) 10 (40.0) 3 (12.0)
Stealing Something
Worth <$5.00
D 3 ( 42.9) 4(57.1)
Perceived Parental A 1 (100.0)
Acceptance to N 13 (44.8) 11 (37.9) 5 (17.2)
Stealing Something
Worth >$50.00
D 2 ( 28.6) 4(57.1) 1 (14.3)
Perceived Parental A 1 ( 16.7) 3 (50.0) 2(33.3)
Acceptance to N 12(52.2) 9(39.1) 2 ( 8.7)
Selling Hard Drugs D 3 (37.5) 3 (37.5) 2 (25.0)
Perceived Parental A 1 ( 25.0) 3 (75.0)
Acceptance to N 11 (45.8) 9(37.5) 4(16.1)
Marijuana Use D 4 (44.4) 3 (33.3) 2 (22.2)
Perceived Parental A 1 (100.0)
Acceptance to N 4 ( 40.0) 3 (30.0) 3 (30.0)
Alcohol Use D 11 ( 42.2) 12 (46.2) 3(11.5)
Perceived Stress/ A 1 (33.3) 2 (66.7)
Acceptance to N 1 ( 7.7) 7(53.8) 5 (38.5)
Hitting/Threatening
Someone
D 14 ( 66.7) 6 (28.6) 1(4.8)
Perceived Parental A 1 (33.3) 2 (66.7)
Acceptance to N 3 (37.5) 3 (37.5) 2 (25.0)
Damaging/Destroying
Property
D 12 ( 46.2) 10(38.5) 4(15.4)
*A - Approved N - Neutral D - Disapprove
Chapter V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine family dynamics, such as family structure,
family interaction, family normlessness, and perceived parental acceptance in relations to
juvenile delinquency. Other variables are important to understanding the delinquency,
however, the family was examined due to its initial responsibility of socialization for youths.
In order to fulfill this objective a conceptual fi'amework was designed revealing the theoretical
relationships of the family dynamics and juvenile delinquency. Furthermore, specific
hypotheses were composed to explain the relationships being analyzed for each family
dynamic as they pertained to delinquency.
The data collection to fulfill this research was done at Benjamin W. Raymond
Elementary School in Chicago. A sample of 80 students, in grades 6th through 8th and
between ages 11 through 14, were given a survey designed following the basic principles of
Dr. Delbert Elliott. This survey examined the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of the young




The analysis of the data was done on SPSS Windows at Clark Atlanta University.
Using frequency distributions, bivariate correlations, and cross-tabulations of chi-square
measurements of the association were tested for statistical significance.
Conclusion
The analysis and interpretation of the data indicate family interaction is significant,
while family structure is insignificant. It was revealed in the family structure index that 72.0%
of the sample resided in an incomplete family structure. However, similar to those who
resided in incomplete and semi-complete structures, the majority of the Juveniles experienced
high levels of interaction on a consistent basis. Further, it was found that more youths
categorized as “non-delinquent” revealed greater levels of interaction which showed a strong
support for the relationship of interaction and delinquency.
Significant relationships were also shown with family normlessness and perceived
parental sanctions. However, the results of family normlessness revealed no significance to
family structure. Within each family structure, most juveniles would not defy the family
rules/norms. This pattern was also revealed in regards to family normlessness and
delinquency probability.
Results of perceived parental acceptance and family structure revealed a number of
respondents, through each structure, not knowing their parents’ feeling to various delinquent
acts. Although greater numbers of disapproval was shown indicating some support for the
relation it revealed very little significance. However, the relationship between perceived
parental acceptance and delinquency probability was shown strong. The “non-delinquents”
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exhibited high numbers and percentages, moreover, the percentages were higher for
disapproval ofthe behaviors. This showed support for the association of perceived parental
acceptance and delinquency as being significance.
The results were similar for each variable examined with family structure. This
contradicts most literature which indicate homes that are not “intact” have an influence on
delinquency. Although, the significance of family structure may have been proven by other
researchers, however, it had no effect in this study. Based on the examination of these
dynamics it is shown that the family plays a significant role on delinquency. Also, these
dynamics enforce the idealogy of the relationship between the success or failure of the
socialization process (the teaching of conventional norms and values) and the family.
Recommendations
Over the years, society has recognized the importance ofyouth programs to decrease
delinquency. This began as far as 1904 when Ernest K. Coulter founded “Big Brothers/Big
Sisters ofAmerica. This is a program for children in need of socialization, firm guidance, and
connections with positive adult role models.' This program has grown on a nationwide basis
to excel toward providing mentoring programs that participate in social activities, academic
performances, attitudes and behaviors, relationships with family and friends, self-concept, and
'U.S. Department of Justice: Office of Justice Programs. Mentoring-A
Proven Delinquency Prevention Strategy (April 1997), by Jean Baldwin Grossman and Eileen
M. Garry. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, Juvenile Justice Bulletin,
1.
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social and cultural enrichment.^ It was found that the mentored youth were less likely to
engage in drug or alcohol use, resort to violence, or skip school.^
Many other organizations have been designed based on mentoring to decrease
delinquency. For example. Juvenile Mentoring Program (JUMP) was designed to reduce
delinquency and improve school attendance for at-risk youths."* This organization brings
together caring responsible adults (such as law enforcement, fire department personnel,
college students, senior citizens. Federal employees, businessmen, and other private citizens)
and at-risk young people.^ To date Congress has made $19 million available to the JUMP
fund-an average of $4 million in the fiscal year of 1994, 1995, and 1996 and $7 million in
1997.® JUMP was involved in attempting to keep more than 2,000 at-risk youths in 25 states
in school and off the streets through one-on-one mentoring.’ This organization provides
powerful evidence that youth can be influenced through adults who care.*
As shown from the stated programs, socialization and guidance are essential to save
at-risk juveniles. While these services are being provided outside of the home, in order to









early stages; this implies a direct result of the family. In other words, the family should be
structurally complete in order to provide an environment that is conducive to the child to
grow with a positive orientation and fiinctionally parents should take responsibility to nurture
the child with normfulness, close healthy interaction, and least acceptance for deviant acts.
A situation of this kind will provide conclusive positive directions to the child to avoid
undesirable deviant acts and internalize values of normative behavior in the process of
progressing through the juvenile stage to adulthood. The eloquent words by Howard
Thurman in Disciplines of the Spirit adheres to the summary best. It states:
"It is the family that gives us a deep private sense ofbelonging.
Here we first begin to have our self defined for us."®
Finally, the outcome of this study will provide more understanding of the importance
and need of programs designed for families and juveniles. Many of these services are
necessary to strengthen family relationships and to enrich our youths’ lives to in decreasing
delinquency.
®Dorothy Winbush Riley. Mv Soul Looks Back 'Less I Forget: A Collection of









THIS AGREEMENT is made by and between FLORENCE YVETTE DUNBAR, a
graduate student in the Sociology Department at Clark Atlanta University, 223 James P.
Brawley Drive, S.W., Atlanta, Georgia 30314, and PRINCIPAL LOUIS S. HALL of
Benjamin W. Raymond Elementary School, 3663 South Wabash Avenue, Chicago, Illinois
60653.
WHEREAS, Miss Dunbar is seeking to carry out a research project called "A Study
ofThe Interaction and Structure In The Family and The Incidence of Juvenile Delinquency;"
and
Whereas, in order to complete this research successfiilly, it will be necessary for Miss
Dunbar to distribute questionnaires to youth concerning their family life.
NOW, THEREFORE, in order to comply with Benjamin W. Raymond Elementary
School Standards, Miss Dunbar and Principal Louis S. Hall agree as follows:
1. The research project conducted by Miss Dunbar is being undertaken for the
purpose ofexamining The Interaction and Structure In The Family of Juvenile
Delinquency." The research will include a review of family life for youths
between the 6th and 8th grades (only four classrooms).
2. Miss Dunbar may distribute questionnaires to students at Benjamin W.
Raymond Elementary School. The school Principal shall make arrangement
(s) for the teachers and students to complete this questionnaire at 3663 South
Wabash Avenue, Chicago, Illinois. 60653.
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3. Data taken from these students must be excerpted in a manner which
preserves the anonymity of the youths to whom the information relates.
4. Notes, preliminary drafts, reports, or any documents prepared Using the data
taken from Benjamin W. Raymond Elementary School students shall not
contain names or any information which can be used to identify a specific
youth. Miss Dunbar shall not record names or specifically identifiable data in
any form.
5. All questionnaires shall be given in the Classrooms and after they are collected
no copies of any questionnaires shall be made.
6. All information gained from these questionnaires shall be held in the strictest
confidence. No disclosure of the name of any youth whose identity is
discovered during the course of activities shall be made to any person,
agency,, group, organization, or other entity. No research papers, final work
products, or any written materials prepared as a result of this project shall
contain the name of, or any information which can be used to identify, a youth
mentioned in these files. No paper, article or other writing naming Benjamin
W. Raymond Elementary School as the source of any data and/or results of
any research conducted may be published or submitted for presentation
without the prior written consent ofPrincipal Louis S.Hall.
7. Access to these files shall be limited to Miss Dunbar.
8. Any violation of the terms of this agreement shall result in punishment in
accordance with provisions of applicable statutes and regulations. If there is,
in the opinion ofPrincipal Louis S. Hall, any breach of the provisions of this
agreement, all authorized access to BenjaminW. Raymond Elementary School
shall cease immediately.
WE HEREBY AGREE TO ABIDE
BY, AND BE BOUND BY, THE
TERMS OF THIS AGREEMENT.






These are questions about the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors of young adults. In
order for the answers to have any value you must answer them honestly. Your answers will
be kept confidential/secret. Thank you for your cooperation.
1. Check one male ^female
2. How old are you?
3. What grade are you in? (circle one)
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
4. Whom have you lived with the longest? (check one)
(1) Mother and Father
(2) Mother only
(3) Father only
(4) Mother and Stepfather
(5) Father and Stepmother
^(6) Other Relatives
5. In your family you have how many brothers and sisters?
6. How many years did you live with your family, meaning your parent(s), brother(s),
sister(s), other relative(s), or guardian(s)?
years
7. Which one of the following? (check one)
(1) divorce yes no
(2) separation yes no
(3) remarriage yes no
(4) death yes no
(5) serious accident yes no
(6) serious illness yes no
(7) Did father lose job yes no
(8) Did mother lose job yes no
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Please circle the one which best describes how you feel.
8. On the weekends, how much time have you generally spent playing, talking, or
working with members of your family?
A Great Quite Not Too Very
Deal A Bit Some Much Little
5 4 3 2 1
9. How much have your parents influenced what you have thought and done?
A Great Quite Not Too Very
Deal A Bit Some Much Little
5 4 3 2 1
10. How much warmth and affection have you received from your parents?
A Great Quite Not Too Very
Deal A Bit Some Much Little
5 4 3 2 1
11. How much support and encouragement have you received from your parents?
A Great Quite Not Too Very
Deal A Bit Some Much Little
5 4 3 2 1
12. Think ofyour relationship with your parents. How much stress or pressure has there
been in this relationship?
A Great Quite Not Too Very
Deal A Bit Some Much Little
5 4 3 2 1
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The following questions have to do with your family meaning your parent(s), brother(s),
sister(s), other relative(s), or guardian(s). Please circle the one which best describes how
often you have taken part in these activities.
13. How often have you taken part in family activities such as birthday parties, holiday
dinners, and traditional times?
Never Once or Twice 3 or 4 Times Monthly Weekly
1 2 3 4 5
14. How satisfied have you been with the relationship with your parents?
Neither
Very Somewhat Satisfied Nor Somewhat Very
Satisfied Satisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Dissatisfied
5 4 3 2 1
The following questions pertain to your family time. Please circle the number which best fits
this time.
15. On the average, how many weekday afternoons, in the last year, have you spent
playing, talking or working with members ofyour family?
5 4 3 2 1
16. On the average, how many weekday evenings, from dinnertime to bedtime, in the last
year have you spent playing, talking, or working with members ofyour family?
5 4 3 2 1
17. How important have the things you have done with your family been to you?
Not
Very Pretty Somewhat Not Too Important
Important Important Important Important at All
5 4 3 2 1
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In the next set of questions, I would like to ask about some ofyour feelings and beliefs. If
I ask about your family remember I mean your parent(s), brother(s), sister(s), other
relative(s), or guardian(s). Please tell how much you agree or disagree with these statements.
Select one.
18. Making a good impression is more important than telling the truth to my
parents/guardians.
Neither
Strongly Agree Nor Strongly DON'T
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree KNOW
5 4 3 2 1
19. It's important to be honest with my parents/guardians, even if they become upset or
angry.
Neither
Strongly Agree Nor Strongly DON'T
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree KNOW
5 4 3 2 120.Sometimes it's necessary to break some ofmy parent/guardian rules in order to keep
some ofmy friends.
Neither
Strongly Agree Nor Strongly DON'T
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree KNOW
5 4 3 2 121.It may be necessary to break some ofmy parent/guardian rules in order to keep some
ofmy friends.
Neither
Strongly Agree Nor Strongly DON'T
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree Disagree KNOW
5 4 3 2 1
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Listed below are behaviors. Please circle the answers to the following questions. How would
your parents react if you. . . (circle one)
22. broke into a vehicle or building to steal something.
Neither
Strongly Approve Nor Strongly DON'T
Disapprove Disapprove Disapprove Approve Approve KNOW
5 4 3 2 1










5 4 3 2 1










5 4 3 2 1










5 4 3 2 1










5 4 3 2 1
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5 4 3 2 1










5 4 3 2 1
Select the one which best describes how often you were involved in this behavior. Circle
number ofyour choice.
How many times in the Last Year have you:
Once Once Every Once 2-3 Times Once 2-3 Times
aMonth 2-3 Weeks a Week a Week A day A Day Never
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
Please Circle a Number
30. purposely damaged or destroyed property
belonging to your parents or other family members? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
31. purposely damaged or destroyed other property that
did not belong to you, not counting family,
or work property? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
32. stolen or tried to steal a motor vehicle such as
a car or motorcycle? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
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Once Once Every Once 2-3 Times Once 2-3 Times
a Month 2-3 Weeks a Week a Week A day A Day Never
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
Please Circle a Number
33. stolen or tried to steal something worth













knowingly bought, sold or held stolen goods
or tried to do any of these things?
purposely set fire to a building, a car,
or other property or tried to do so?
carried a hidden weapon other than a plain
pocket knife?
stolen or tried to steal things worth $5 or <?
attacked someone with the idea of seriously
hurting or killing that person?
been involved in gang fights?
sold marijuana or hashish?
("POT", "GRASS", "HASH")
hitchhiked where it was illegal to do so?
stolen money or other things from your parents
or other members ofyour family?
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
hit or threatened to hit one ofyour
parents/guardians? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
hit or threatened to hit anyone else
(other than parents, persons at work)? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
46. sold hard drugs such as heroin, cocaine, and LSD? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
47. tried to cheat someone by selling them something
that was worthless or not what you said it was? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
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Once Once Every Once 2-3 Times Once 2-3 Times
a Month 2-3 Weeks a Week aWeek A dav A Day Never
4 5 6 7 8 9 0
Please Circle a Number
48. taken a vehicle for a ride or drive without
the owner's permission? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
49. brought or provided liquor to someone younger
than you? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
50. used force or strong-arm methods to get money or
things from people? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
51. avoided paying for such things as movies, bus or
subway rides, and food? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
52. been drunk in public place? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
53. stolen or tried to steal things worth between $5
and $50? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
54. broken or tried to break into a building or
vehicle to steal something or just to look around? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
55. begged for money or things from strangers? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
56. failed to return extra change that a cashier gave
you by mistake? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
57. used or tried to use credit cards without the
owner's permission? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
58. made obscene telephone calls (such as calling
someone and saying dirty things)? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
59. snatched someone's purse or wallet or picked
someone's pocket? 4 5 6 7 8 9 0
60. used money or funds entrusted in your care









VI Gender 1 "Male" 2 "Female"
V2 Age 1 "11"2"12"3 "13"4 "14"
5 "15"
V3 Grade 1 "6" 2 "7" 3 "8"
V4 Lived With Longest 1 "M & F" 2 "M" 3 "F"
4 "M" & S/F" 5 "F" & S/M"
6 "0/R"





V8 Divorce 1 "Yes" 2 "No"
V9 Separation 1 "Yes" 2 "No"
VIO Remarriage 1 "Yes" 2 "No"
VI1 Death 1 "Yes" 2 "No"
V12 Serious Accident 1 "Yes" 2 "No"
V13 Serious Illness 1 "Yes" 2 "No"
V14 Did Father Lose Job 1 "Yes" 2 "No"
V15 Did Mother Lose Job 1 "Yes" 2 "No"
V16 General Family Time 1 "Very Little" 2 "Not Too
Much" 3 "Some" 4 "Quite A
Bit" 5 "A Great Deal"
V17 Parental Influence 1 "Very Little" 2 "Not Too
Much" 3 "Some" 4 "Quite A
Bit" 5 "A Great Deal"
V18 Parental Warmth & Affection 1 "Very Little" 2 "Not Too
Much" 3 "Some" 4 "Quite A
Bit" 5 "A Great Deal"
V19 Parental Support Encouragement 1 "Very Little" 2 "Not Too
Much" 3 "Some" 4 "Quite A
Bit" 5 "A Great Deal"
V20 Stress/Pressure From Parents 1 "Very Little" 2 "Not Too
Much" 3 "Some" 4 "Quite A
Bit" 5 "A Great Deal"
V21 Family Activities 1 "Never" 2 "Once or Twice'











V23 Family Time On
Weekday Afternoons
0 "0" 1 "1" 2 "2" 3 "3"
4 "4" 5 "5"
V24 Family Time On
Weekday Evenings
0 "0" 1 "1" 2 "2" 3 "3"
4 "4" 5 "5"
V25 Importance ofFamily Time 1 "Not Important at All"
2 "Not Too Important" 3
"Somewhat Important" 4




0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly
Disagree" 2 "Disagree" 3
"Neither Agree Nor
Disagree" 4 "Agree" 5
Strongly Agree"
V27 HonestWith Parents 0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly
Disagree" 2 "Disagree" 3
"Neither Agree Nor




0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly
Disagree" 2 "Disagree" 3
"Neither Agree Nor
Disagree" 4 "Agree" 5
"Strongly Agree"
V29 Necessity to Break
Parental Rules
0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly
Disagree" 2 "Disagree" 3
"Neither Agree Nor
Disagree" 4 "Agree" 5
"Strongly Agree"
V30 Stole a Vehicle 0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly








0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly




V32 Sold Hard Drugs 0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly




V33 Marijuana Use 0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly





Worth More Than $50
0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly






0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly




V36 Alcohol Use 0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly






0 "Don't Know" 1 "Strongly






0 "Never" 4"Once a Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A




0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7'2-3
Times AWeek" 8 'Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
V40 Stolen AMotor
Vehicle
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month'
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A




0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month'
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
V42 Brought, Sold, or
Held Stolen Goods
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth'
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
V43 Set Fire To
Building, Car, or
Other Property
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth'
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
V44 Carried A Hidden
Weapon
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month'
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
V45 Stole Things
Worth $5 or Less
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month'
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
V46 Seriously Attacked
Someone
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month'
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A







V50 Stole Money From
V51 Hit Parents
V52 Hit Others
V53 Been Unruly In
Public
V54 Sold Hard Drugs
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2 -3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2 -3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times AMonth"
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V55 Tried To Cheat
Someone
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
V56 Took Vehicle
Without Permission
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times AMonth"
V57 Brought Liquor For
Someone Younger
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
V58 Used Force To Get 0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
V59 Avoided Paying
Things
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times AMonth"
V60 Been Drunk In
Public
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
V61 Stolen Things
Between $5 & $50
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2 -3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A





0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
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V63 Begged For Money
Or Things
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
V64 Failed to Return
Change to Cashier
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once A Week" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times AMonth"
V65 Used Credit Cards
Without Permission
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Month"
V66 Made Obscene
Telephone Calls
0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times AMonth"
V67 Snatched or Picked
PurseAVallet
0 "Never" 4 "Once AMonth"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times AWeek" 8 "Once A




0 "Never" 4 "Once A Month"
5 "Once Every 2-3 Weeks"
6 "Once AWeek" 7 "2-3
Times A Week" 8 "Once A
Day" 9 "2-3 Times A Day"
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